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This study examines three efficacy beliefs-political self-efficacy, political 
collective efficacy, and knowledge sharing efficacy-as antecedents of social 
media use and civic engagement. Employing more than one thousand 
samples in Singapore, we empirically test (a) a conceptual framework that 
can provide an understanding of the relationship between the three types of 
efficacy and civic engagement and (b) the underlying mechanism through 
which the three types of efficacy beliefs affect civic engagement via social 
media. The findings suggest that knowledge sharing efficacy was found to 
play an important role in mediating the relationships between social media 
use and political self-efficacy, political collective efficacy, respectively, 








Global society has seen the thriving power of social media in facilitating civic engagement. Social media is a significant vehicle in triggering 
grassroot movement for various social causes thus plays 
an important role to motivate civic engagement. For 
example, early 2017, Uber, the Silicon valley business 
tycoon, faced the backlash from consumers called ‘Delete 
Uber’ movement as a former employee of Uber wrote 
about the systemic sexism such as discrimination and 
harassment against female that she had experienced at 
Uber [1,2]. The movement encourages users to delete their 
Uber accounts after Uber feedback to the blog such that 
“Everyone at Uber is deeply hurting after reading Susan 
Fowler’s blog post” [3].
Asian countries such as China and India are no 
exception as for the impact of social media use on civic 
engagement and participation. Despite social pressure and 
censorship inhibiting freedom of expression, it appears 
that social media use could change Chinese society as the 
online media facilitates loosely structured networks and 
subsequently increases civic engagement. For example, 
Starbucks closed its store at the Forbidden City in China 
due to overwhelming criticism from power bloggers and 
online users who perceived Starbucks’ business in the 
Forbidden City disrespectful for China’s historical and 
cultural heritage. [4] India has also seen the power of social 
media in providing marginalized stakeholders with global 
attention and support and connections with international 
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NGO (non-governmental organization)s. A YouTube 
video of a rap song which criticized the dealing of 
mercury poisoning by Hindustan Unilever instantly drew 
the attention from a global community and generated 
enormous support for the victims of mercury poisoning 
and activists.[5] As such, research in civic engagement 
has paid attention to the role of social media in civic 
engagement and reported a positive association between 
social media use and civic engagement [6]. 
Despite a number of studies that examined the 
relationship between the social media use and civic 
engagement, little is known as to how citizens’ use of 
social media such as Facebook and Twitter works as 
motivators for civic engagement, and more importantly, 
what antecedents exist to people’s social media use. Based 
on previous research on efficacy, media use and civic 
participation, [7,8] we pay particular attention to the roles of 
efficacy in social media use and civic engagement.
Efficacy has appeared in political participation research 
for decades. [9,10] As Bandura (1997) posited that the 
efficacy concept needs to reflect the specificity of the 
task and the context, [11] we would like to investigate the 
effects and roles of three types of efficacy about civic 
engagement, namely political self-efficacy, political 
collective efficacy, and knowledge sharing efficacy. 
Political self-efficacy is defined as “the feeling that 
political and social change is possible, and that the 
individual citizen can play a part in bringing about this 
change”. [12] Political collective efficacy is a group-level 
concept that can be achieved only through interactive and 
collaborative group processes. Evidence about the effects 
of political self- and collective efficacy has accumulated in 
the literature on political and civic engagement. However, 
these two efficacy beliefs are not enough in explaining the 
recent trend of civic engagement that is characterized by 
its excessive use of social media. 
Many civic and social movements such as Occupy Wall 
Street (2011) and Ice Bucket Challenge (2014) are known 
for their strategic use of social media. [13,14] The nature of 
social media makes all social media communication as a 
public good directs our attention to another efficacy belief, 
knowledge sharing efficacy, [15] which is defined as the self-
assessment of one’s confidence that his or her knowledge 
can improve the collective processes.[15, 16] Without such 
confidence, one may not overcome the fear of being 
criticized, losing face, or creating a negative impression 
when sharing and expressing opinions on social media. 
Surprisingly, little research has been conducted so far as 
to the role and the effects of knowledge sharing efficacy 
in motivating civic engagement.
To address the gaps mentioned above, we draw on the 
concepts of three efficacy beliefs -political self-efficacy, 
political collective efficacy, and knowledge sharing 
efficacy-and propose a research model with which we 
empirically tested the relationship between social media 
use and civic engagement. Specifically, our objectives 
of this study are: (a) to develop a conceptual framework 
that can provide a better understanding of the relationship 
between the three types of efficacy and civic engagement; 
(b) to delineate the underlying mechanism through which 
social media use is connected with the efficacy beliefs and 
civic engagement; (c) to empirically examine the degree 
to which the three efficacy beliefs have an impact on civic 
engagement. Therefore, this study aims to contribute 
to the body of knowledge to the research area of social 
media use and civic engagement by explicating the 
dynamics of three types of efficacy, social media use, and 
civic engagement. 
2. Literature Review
In this study, civic engagement is defined as based on the 
concept of political consumerism suggested by previous 
work. [17] This study examines the communicative aspects 
of political consumerism in light of the theoretical 
framework of civic engagement as an extension of 
traditional political participation.
As such, this study looks at civic engagement activities 
encompassing individual and collective, and various forms 
of voluntary activities to resolve social problems that 
might affect communities and a broad society, especially 
in the digital context. 
It can include an individual’s donation to and 
participation in the charitable activities for non-profit 
or non-government organizations, participating in the 
discussion about politics or social issues on social media, 
signing an online petition about a local, national, or 
international issue, and boycotting or purchasing certain 
products or services for political/ethical/environmental 
reasons. 
However, we excluded explicit forms of political 
behavior such as volunteering to help a political party or 
a politician, or donation to a politician or a political party, 
attending political rallies, meeting politicians, expressing 
supports for politicians on social media, and writing to the 
government or a member of parliament.
2.1 Social Media and Civic Engagement 
The advent of social media has transformed significantly 
the way civic engagement occurs [18,19,20]. Digital media 
technology has facilitated and streamlined civic and 
political engagement through prompt and convenient 
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content creation and distribution online. [6, 21] Even though 
the relationship between social media use and civic 
engagement still needs to be further investigated ,[17,22,23,24,] 
extant research has so far indicated a strong association 
between social media use and civic participation. People 
who engage in civic activities are identified as frequent 
social media users. [25,26] Further, digital media use has effect 
on political consumerism, [6] political participation, [27] youth 
protest, [26] and youth collective activism, [28] although the 
relationship between these varies [29].  
Some of the possible explanations about the relationship 
between social media use and civic may be found in 
several previous research. Kim, Hsu, and Gil de Zúñiga’s 
(2013) suggested due to the nature of social media 
which allows easy access to information, anonymous 
participation, and sharing of information with others, even 
people who are shy and less open to participation or who 
feel their ability is limited, can consider social media as 
their channel for civic participation. [30] Gil de Zúñiga et 
al. (2012)’s study indicates that “seeking information via 
social network sites predict people’s civic engagement 
and political participatory behavior that encompasses both 
online and offline activities”. [31] Shirky (2008) emphasized 
that “social media technologies contributed to the ease 
and speed with which a group can be mobilized” (p. 12). [32]
Based on the above literature review, we presume 
that social media use will be related to civic engagement 
behavior. Our research delimits the scope of civic 
engagement to apolitical, voluntary activities to resolve 
social problems that might affect communities and broad 
society. 
H1: Social media use is positively associated with their 
civic engagement behavior. 
2.2 Political Self-efficacy and Political Collective 
Efficacy
Among various factors that influence civic engagement, 
efficacy has been identified as a key determinant. Bandura 
(1997) defined self-efficacy as one’s strong belief that 
one can exert substantial controls over events in one’s life 
and proposed that self-efficacy is a motivator to exert an 
effort, endure hardship, welcome challenge, and strive 
for success. [11] Cumulative research has discerned an 
accumulated significant effect of perceived self-efficacy 
on individuals’ decision-making processes and outcomes 
in various settings including education, society, politics, 
and organizations. [33, 34] Self-efficacy is a task- and 
situation-specific concept because people evaluate their 
level of self-efficacy about specific goals or contexts. 
Since then, a variety of self-efficacy judgments has been 
proposed and measured for different tasks or in different 
settings. 
In the area of civic engagement, political self-efficacy 
(PSE) has been proposed as a task specific efficacy 
concept. PSE is defined as “the feeling that political and 
social change is possible, and that the individual citizen can 
play a part in bringing about this change”. [12] Empirical 
research has consistently linked PSE with political 
participation such as voting, writing letters and petitions 
for a political group, and donating to political parties or 
politicians. [12, 35,36] Recent studies have tested the role of 
PSE in the context of civic engagement. Delli-Carpini 
(2000) suggested that PSE is the motivation for civic 
participation. [37] Hoffman and Thompson (2009) and 
Hope (2016) both found a moderating effect of PSE on 
civic participation. [38, 39] Kahne and Westheimer (2006) 
found that participation in the community-based project 
increased PSE among Black youth. [40] Therefore, we 
posit that PSE has a positive relationship with civic 
engagement.
H2: PSE has a positive relationship with civic 
engagement.
While political efficacy is limited to the exercise of 
the individual agency, collective efficacy is a group-level 
concept that can be achieved only through interactive 
and collaborative group processes. [11] Cumulative 
literature has found the positive relationships between the 
perceived collective efficacy and the groups’ motivational 
investment in their undertakings, their staying power 
in the face of impediments and setbacks, and their 
performance accomplishments [41,42] 
Collective efficacy is particularly important in the 
context of civic engagement because civic engagement 
in its very core is collective behavior. Virtually all social 
issues such as neighborhood crime, public disorder, 
and poverty need to amass the aggregated efforts from 
the public to bring about changes at a broader level. In 
this regard, Yeich and Levine (1994) proposed political 
collective efficacy (PCE) as a component of the political 
efficacy construct.  [43] This component represents 
perceptions of systematic responsiveness to collective 
demands for change. While PSE represents perceptions of 
the responsiveness of the political system to the actions 
of individuals, PCE represents perceptions of system 
responsiveness to those of the masses. Past studies have 
found a positive effect of PCE on various civic activities. 
For example, PCE was negatively associated with both 
homicide rates and non-lethal partner violence. [44] Along 
with social capital, PCE was also found as a significant 
predictor of lowering mortality rates in both men and 
women across sub-regions of Hungary. [45] In the same 
vein, Burdette, Wadden, and Whitaker (2006) studied the 
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link between health and collective efficacy, reporting that 
obesity was more prevalent in neighborhoods with lower 
levels of collective efficacy. [46] Therefore, we posit that 
PCE has a positive relationship with civic engagement.
H3: PCE has a positive relationship with civic 
engagement.
Since Bandura (1997) asserted that self-efficacy and 
collective efficacy are correlated, we hypothesized as 
follows. [11]
H4: PSE and PCE have a positive association.
2.3 Efficacy Beliefs and Social Media Use 
Eff icacy  and  goa ls  a re  h igh ly  re la ted .  Highly 
efficacious people are motivated to perform well and 
try to organize and coordinate efforts and resources to 
achieve their goals. [47] Social media is an excellent tool 
for these people by providing them with information, 
knowledge, networks, and other resources that may not be 
locally available. For example, people follow Facebook 
pages of organizations that they like and join Facebook 
groups to share their interests and views about a common 
cause and issue and organize activities and events to 
make changes or create impacts. According to a recent 
study, the average number of pages, groups, and events 
a user is connected to is 80 (Aslam, 2018). [48] Twitter 
has also active online dialogues and campaigns about 
social issues and problems. Hashtags are widely used 
to create discussion threads for an issue or to support a 
movement on Twitter (e.g., #MeToo, #BlackLivesMatter, 
#IceBucketChallenge, etc.).  
Past studies examined the relationship between PSE 
and social media use. [49] Use of social networking sites 
for political purposes could have a positive impact on 
political learning efficacy and, thus, on knowledge and 
participation. [50] Unlike PSE, however, little research 
has been conducted to examine the relationship between 
media use and PCE. Given the similarity in belief 
foundation of PSE and PCE, a positive relationship 
between social media use and PCE is expected.
H5: There is a positive relationship between PSE and 
social media use.
H6: There is a positive relationship between PCE and 
social media use.
2.4 Knowledge Sharing Efficacy
While literature in civic engagement has widely 
accepted PSE and PCE as key determinants, these two 
efficacy beliefs alone are not sufficient to explain civic 
engagement. The nature of social media platforms 
makes all communication public, making the individual 
subject to judgment and criticism of the audience. To 
withstand the negative responses and scrutiny of other 
participants on social media, one must be confident about 
the knowledge and information that he or she shares with 
others. This type of confidence is different from PSE and 
PCE and is more pertaining to the value and utility of 
one’s knowledge of the goals. This type of confidence is 
called knowledge sharing efficacy (KSE) which is defined 
as the self-assessment of one’s confidence that his or her 
knowledge can improve the collective processes. [15, 16 ] 
KSE has been tested in the context of management and 
education and found significant in its effect on knowledge 
sharing intention. [51, 52] Cho, Chen, and Chung (2010) also 
found a positive effect of KSE on the information sharing 
intention among Wikipedia contributors. [53] 
KSE is expected to play a more critical role in social 
media environment. As mentioned earlier, information 
or opinions shared on social media become a public 
good which is met with the public scrutiny and potential 
criticism. [15] An individual who decides whether or 
not to share information or opinion on social media 
considers costs and benefits associated with this sharing 
behavior. The cost includes a fear of misleading others 
with wrong or outdated information, a fear of being 
evaluated negatively by others, a fear of creating 
negative impressions on others, a fear of losing face. [54, 55] 
Ardichvil, Page, and Wentling (2006) stated that “people 
are afraid that what they post may not be important (may 
not deserve to be posted), or may not be completely 
accurate, or may not be relevant to a specific discussion” 
(p. 70). [54] These fears will discourage the desire to share 
information and opinion with others. 
A high level of perceived benefits of sharing 
information can help overcome these fears and increase 
online sharing behavior. If an individual favorably 
assesses the value and utility of the contribution of one’s 
knowledge to a collective action, the person is likely 
to participate in sharing behavior on social media. The 
person with high KSE foresees the goodness that his/
her information sharing brings to the causes, overcomes 
the psychological barriers, and engages in active sharing 
information, knowledge, and resources on social media. 
Hence, we hypothesized as follows.
H7: The paths between PSE and social media use and 
PCE and social media use are mediated by KSE.
KSE and the other efficacy beliefs can be related. 
Strongly motivated, a person with high PSE will actively 
seek, collect, and process information and eventually 
learn a great deal about the subject, which will boost the 
confidence in the values and utility of the information 
he/she shares. Unlike PSE, PCE is a judgment about 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.30564/jpr.v2i3.1839
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the group, Figure 1 shows the research model and the 
hypotheses.
Figure 1. Theorized Research Model and Hypotheses
Notes:
H1: Social media use is positively associated with their civic engagement 
behavior. 
H2: PSE has a positive relationship with civic engagement.
H3: PSE and PCE have a positive association.
H4: PCE has a positive relationship with civic engagement.
H5: There is a positive relationship between PSE and social media use.
H6: There is a positive relationship between PCE and social media use.
H7: There is a positive relationship between KSE and social media use.
H8. There is a positive relationship between PSE and KSE. 
H9. There is a positive relationship between PCE and KSE.
3. Method
3.1 Procedure
This study employed focus group interviews and an online 
survey. To identify unknown psychological attributes and 
behavioral patterns associated with media use (traditional 
and social) and the types of civic engagement people 
participate in, a total of six sessions of focus group 
interviews were conducted, each session comprising 10 
participants. A $20 voucher was given to each participant 
as an incentive. 
To pre-test the reliability of the measures, we conducted 
a pilot test of the survey questionnaire using 50 online 
panels from a research company. Based on the results of 
the pilot test, we improved the wording and length of the 
survey. The results showed that the levels of reliability 
of the measures were adequate. The final survey was 
distributed by the research company to its online panels. 
The survey took about 10 to 20 minutes to complete. At 
the end of the survey, respondents were offered credit 
from the research company.
3.2 Sample
Of the 1587 respondents, 50.4% (n = 800) were female 
and 49.6% (n = 787) were male. This is almost the same 
as the statistics of the Singapore citizen in 2016 [56]. The 
percentages of the age group 18-19, 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 
50-59, and 60 or older are 3.6%, 22.7%, 26.5%, 22.4%, 
16.4%, and 7.4% respectively. Compared to the statistics, 
our sample is more in 20-29 (+4.13%), 30-39 (+5.96%), 
and 40-49 (+0.88%) groups and fewer in 50-59 (-4.78%) 
and 60 or older (-7.28%) groups. Given the fact that the 
Internet use is saturated among the younger generations 
but not among the older generations (CNA, 2015), this 
distribution is acceptable. [57]
3.3 Measures
In total, 46 questions were developed; these covered 
the key variables (41) and the demographic information 
(4). Most of the survey items were adapted from pre-
validated research work, so as to increase the construct 
validity, except the measure for social media use, which 
was created for this study. For all measures, 5-point Likert 
scales were used (5=strongly agree, 3= neither agree nor 
disagree, 1=strongly disagree) except for social media 
use which was measured with frequency. The survey 
items for each scale are presented in Appendix 1; the 
intercorrelations among them are reported in Table 1. 
Civic engagement. The scales of civic engagement 
were created by adding nine items measuring the 
frequency of respondents’ civic engagement behavior 
(α=.882). The measures cover online civic engagement 
behavior. These items (total 9) were borrowed from 
previous research on civic engagement and revised for 
the purpose of our research. [6, 31] Then, new five items 
of online civic engagement were created by authors to 
measure participating in an online discussion of social 
issues or sharing information related civic matters with 
others. (see Appendix for measures).
Political self-efficacy (PSE). This variable (α = .689) 
was measured using nine items (Niemi et al., 1991) such 
as “I consider myself to be well qualified to participate in 
politics” and “generally speaking, [36] I feel that I have a 
pretty good understanding of the important political issues 
facing our country.” 
Political collective efficacy (PCE). This variable was 
measured with eleven items, borrowed from Yeich and 
Levine (1994).  [43] These include “Politicians would 
respond to the needs of citizens if enough people 
demanded change.”, “We are definitely able to accomplish 
something positive since we are a competent group of 
people” and “As a people, we can cooperatively develop 
and carry out programs to benefit us all, even when 
difficulties arise.” (α=. 920).
Political knowledge sharing efficacy (KSE). This 
study introduces five novel knowledge efficacy items 
intended to tap one’s confidence that his or her knowledge 
can improve the collective processes. Three items were 
borrowed from Kalman et al. (2002), and Lin (2007) 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.30564/jpr.v2i3.1839
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and two items were created. [15, 16] These are including “I 
am confident in my political knowledge that is valuable 
to others and “I have the expertise required to provide 
valuable knowledge for others” (α=. 778). 
Social media use. The use of social media was 
measured with two questions which ask the number 
of minutes a day people Facebook and Twitter for 
information related to social  and civic matters. 
Respondents were given with the number of minutes 
in five-minute intervals (from 5 to 100). The scale was 
obtained by averaging the scores for Facebook and Twitter 
use. The internal reliability was at the adequate level (α=. 
600). 
Table 1. Bicorrelations of summated items
PCE PSE KSE SOCIAL MEDIA CIVIC
PCE 1
PSE .301** 1
KSE .327** .556** 1
SOCIALMEDIA .096** .125** .198** 1
CIVIC .213** .282** .384** .349** 1
Note:
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
4. Results
To explore relationships among three types of efficacy 
beliefs, social media use, and civic engagement, we 
performed path analysis (N=1587). To test the hypotheses 
and the research model, structural equation modeling 
analyses were performed using a path analysis approach 
which is useful as it evaluates the global model fit and 
tests other competing models in comparison with the 
theorized model. All the factors in the model were 
composite variables. The data were analyzed with the 
AMOS 23 software program, with a covariance-based 
approach, using maximum-likelihood estimation. 
4.1 Hypotheses Testing  
Regarding the relationships observed among the 
endogenous variables, research results supported nine 
direct paths. The path between social media use and civic 
engagement was significant (β = .196, p < .001) and had 
a positive association with civic engagement. Hence, 
H1 is supported. PSE (β = .179, p < .001) and PCE (β = 
.099, p <0.001) were both positively associated with civic 
engagement, which supported H2 and H4. As predicted, 
PCE and PSE had a positive relationship (β = .301, p 
< .001), thus H3 was supported. As for the relationship 
with social media use, only KSE was found to have 
a significant relationship (β = .178, p < .001), which 
supported H7. PSE and PCE did not have a significant 
relationship with social media use. Therefore, H5 and 
H6 were not supported. In terms of relationships with 
KSE, both PSE (β = .560, p < .001) and PCE (β = .174, 
p < .001) have a positive association, which provided 
support for H8 and H9. In terms of total effect on civic 
engagement, PSE had the most total effect (βtotal = .200 
p < .001), followed by Social media use (βtotal = .196, p 
< .001), and PCE (βtotal = .111, p < .001), KSE (βtotal = 
.035, p < .001).
Overall, the results support our research model, in that 
the three efficacy beliefs had a positive relationship with 
one another. KSE has a positive association with social 
media use, which, in turn, had a positive relationship with 
civic engagement. PSE and PCE also had a direct positive 
association with civic engagement.
4.2 Post-hoc Analysis and the Suggested Final 
Model 
The initial test of the theorized model did not fit the 
theoretical model well (See table 2). To identify the best 
fitting model, nonsignificant paths were removed via a 
modification procedure. Also, a path between PSE and 
civic engagement was added to enhance the model fit. 
Table 2. Data-Model Fits for Comparing Theorized Model 
and Final Model (n=1587)
Model χ2 df p χ2/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA Δ χ2 Δ df
Theorized 
Modela 66.492 1 .000 .940 .403 .0399 .234
Final 
Modelb 22.861 2 .352 .940 .801 .0091 .117 43.631 1
Notes:
a Theorized model is the model including all the nine paths hypothesized 
by theoretical assumptions.
bFinal model is the model without insignificant paths between PSE, PCE 
and social media use. Also, one path between KSE and civic engagement 
was included.
The final model is better fitting and more parsimonious 
than the originally theorized model without substantially 
changing the theorized relationships (see Figure 2). We 
assessed the model fit using multiple goodness-of-fit 
indexes. First, the chi-square statistics were insignificant 
(χ2 (2) = 2.090, p =.352) which indicated that the fit of 
the data with the hypothesized model was adequate. Other 
model fit indexes such as CFI, TLI, SRMR, and RMSEA 
show an acceptable fit for our research model: CFI = .940, 
TLI = .801, SRMR = .0093, and RMSEA = .117. These 
goodness-of-fit indexes indicate that the final model fits 
the data well.   
DOI: https://doi.org/10.30564/jpr.v2i3.1839
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Figure 2. The results of hypothesis testing and Suggested 
Final model
Note:
*** p < .001
5. Discussion
The major goal of this study was to delineate a research 
framework with which we could identify how efficacy 
beliefs (e.g., PSE, PCE, and KSE) and social media 
use have effects on civic engagement. Overall, the 
findings show that (1) PSE, PCE, and KSE have positive 
relationships with one another, (2) social media use, PSE, 
and PCE have positive effects on civic engagement, and (3) 
both the paths from PSE and PCE to social media use are 
fully mediated by KSE. 
5.1 Inter-relations Among Three Efficacy Beliefs 
In political and civic matters, PCE and PSE are specific 
efficacy beliefs. These beliefs are developed to test the 
efficacy beliefs in a specific context or tasks such as civic 
engagement. As Bandura (1997) asserts, efficacy is a 
specific belief that must be tested for specific situations. 
[11] In the digital age where social media use is normalized 
and normative for various social movements, it is 
imperative to develop and test a context specific efficacy 
belief. Likewise, KSE is a specific efficacy belief that 
tests one’s perceived capacity in promoting collective 
causes by sharing knowledge and information in an open 
environment. 
Consistent with the findings of recent studies [8,9], 
we found positive relationships among PSE, PCE, and 
KSE. Given that the three efficacy beliefs share similar 
founding belief that one has the capability to accomplish 
certain tasks, this finding is not surprising. However, it 
is worth noting that PSE (β = .503, p < .001) had a larger 
effect while PCE (β = .175, p < .001) had a smaller effect 
on KSE. 
A large effect size of PSE on KSE can be explained 
considering that skills, efforts, and endurance are required 
in performing a task, that is, an individual with higher 
PSE is confident about his or her knowledge in terms of 
its accuracy, completeness, depth, and relevancy. 
The smaller effect of PCE on KSE is because the basis 
of PCE is not an assessment of an individual’s capability 
but a group’s capability. Even though a person is ensured 
about the group’s ability to make positive changes for 
politics, an individual can be discouraged from sharing 
information in concerns of criticism or negative outcomes 
of information sharing. Therefore, an individual should 
overcome the pressure based on one’s own knowledge 
sharing efficacy. Social media interactions expand 
the boundary of one’s personal networks, creating 
instantaneous exposure to the audience of different views, 
opinions, and sentiments about an issue. Even though 
PCE increases KSE in the hope of benefiting the group 
and promoting the causes, PCE alone is insufficient to 
withstand and manage emotional stress from social media 
exchanges. Therefore, PCE only explains a small portion 
at KSE.   
5.2 The Role of KSE in Social Media Use
we argue that confidence about the values and utility 
of one’s knowledge helps one overcome the fear of 
receiving criticism and creating negative impressions, 
and encourages one to share knowledge on social media. 
The negative experiences and feelings that people often 
receive from participating in online discussions and 
interactions have been reported as a major deterrent of 
online participation. A recent study reveals that debate 
and discussion on social media have created anxiety 
and frustration due to an aggressive and disrespectful 
tone of political discussions on social media. [57] Thus, a 
strong level of KSE where people believe they have good 
enough knowledge to defeat the naysayers against civic 
movement is a prerequisite for social media interactions.
Moreover, the study found the full mediation of KSE 
on the relationships between PSE and social media, and 
PCE and social media. This means, PSE and PCE increase 
KSE, which, in turn, increases social media use for civic 
engagement. Based on our post-hoc analysis, we arrive at 
the final model which excludes insignificant paths between 
PSE, PCE and social media use. Further, we found that the 
addition of the path between KSE and civic engagement 
significantly enhances the final model. So, these findings 
highlight a mediating role of KSE in yielding both social 
media use and civic engagement, eliminating the direct 
effect of PSE and PCE on social media use.
Social  media environment can be hosti le and 
aggressive. Without the conviction that one’s knowledge is 
worth and beneficial for the collective processes (Kalman 
et al., 2002; Lin, 2007), a person may not be motivated 
to use social media for civic engagement. [15, 16] Adding 
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KSE to the research model significantly contributes to 
the understanding of the role of social media and civic 
engagement. 
5.3 Social Media Use and Civic Engagement
Consistent with past studies, [38,39,40,44,45,46] our study also 
found social media, PSE, and PCE have positive, but 
varying effects on civic engagement which highlight 
the mediating role of social media in inducing civic 
engagement. Past studies have found a positive significant 
effect of PSE and PCE on civic engagement. Efficacy 
beliefs about one’s own capability (PSE) and the group’s 
capability (PCE) to make positive changes are strong 
determinants in inducing civic engagement among the 
public. 
Interestingly, however, the result of this study found 
weak effects of PSE (β = .079, p < .05) and PCE (β = 
.078, p <0.001) and a strong effect of social media use 
(β = .281, p < .001) on civic engagement. This implies 
that in the digital age, civic and social movements are 
extensively triggered and prompted by social media 
use, mediating the paths from PSE and PCE, to civic 
engagement, respectively. Our post-hoc analysis confirms 
this interpretation. When social media use was removed 
on the paths between PSE and PCE and civic engagement 
from the model, the effects of PSE and PCE were 
increased significantly (for PSE, β = .239, p <0.001 and 
for PCE, β = .141, p <0.001). These findings indicate that 
mediating effect of social media use to connect efficacy 
and civic engagement is strong enough to offset the direct 
effects of those efficacies on civic engagement. 
We also have noted the importance of social media use 
in generating civic engagement as a major driver. The 
current civic engagement is characterized by excessive 
use of social media. Social media have become the most 
useful and critical tool and space to read and share news 
about social issues, to educate people about their rights 
and alternative actions, to connect people and create 
alliances among various groups, and to mobilize and 
organize collective actions online and offline. Given that 
our measure of civic engagement encompasses various 
online and offline actions, the result of this study confirms 
that social media undoubtedly has the potential to support 
collective actions of all sorts.  
Our study has a few theoretical implications. To 
the best of our knowledge, this research is the first to 
demonstrate that KSE is an important predictor of social 
media use in civic engagement. No studies have explored 
the specific efficacy belief that reflects the unique 
characteristics of social media use and consequential 
effects such characteristics render. We believe civic 
engagement research can be benefited by incorporating 
KSE concepts to reflect the changing nature of civic 
engagement in a social media context. Our study 
also contributes to the civic engagement research by 
elaboration on the mechanism through which the three 
efficacy beliefs, namely PSE, PCE, and KSE, and social 
media use facilitate civic engagement. The findings show 
that in the digital environment, PSE and PCE, through the 
mediation of KSE, influence social media use, which, in 
turn, increases civic engagement. 
The study moves beyond examining poli t ical 
engagement as a major form of civic engagement. We 
note that major drivers in yielding civic engagement 
might differ from political engagement. The latter 
tends to be motivated by political leaning and ideology, 
but the former is based rather on altruism and ethical 
consumerism, including a wider range of social behaviors 
such as charitable donations, ethical consumerism to 
punish companies perceived as immoral, and so on. 
Further, we propose and validate a comprehensive 
measurement of civic engagement across online and 
offline platforms. As noted, civic engagement largely is 
prompted by various types of online campaigns and, in 
turn, such engagement often leads to offline movement 
and participation creating social change. Accordingly, 
we expect our exhaustive measurement items of civic 
engagement encompassing offline and online activities 
would contribute to the further examination of civic 
engagement.
Taken together,  the f indings suggest  that  the 
technological characteristics of social media have 
significantly changed the nature of civic engagement, 
making it more interactive, complex, and dynamic, which 
tests one’s confidence about knowledge sharing capability. 
We believe that our research approach focusing on the 
different types of efficacy belief can give insights to civic 
engagement in a new media landscape.
Appendix
1. Political self-efficacy (9 items)
How much would you say you agree with each of the 
following statements? Please select the answer that best 
represents your interest level in politics. 
I consider myself to be well qualified to participate in 
politics.
(1) Generally speaking, I feel that I have a pretty good 
understanding of the important political issues facing our 
country.
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(3) I think that I am better informed about politics and 
the government than most people.
(4) Sometimes politics and government seem so 
complicated that a person like me can’t really understand 
what’s going on.
(5) People like me don’t have any say about what the 
government does.
(6) I don’t think public officials care much about what 
people like me think.
(7) I believe having elections makes the government 
pay attention to what the people think.
(8) I think the government pays attention to what 
people think when it decides what to do.
2. Political collective efficacy (11 items)
How much would you say you agree with each of 
the following statements? Choose an option that best 
represents your answer.
(1) A dramatic change could occur in this country if 
people banded together and demanded change.
(2) If enough people banded together and demanded 
change, politicians would take the steps to enact change.
(3) Organized groups of citizens can have much impact 
on the political policies in this country.
(4) Politicians would respond to the needs of citizens if 
enough people demanded change.
(5) Politicians would listen to homeless and poor 
people if we pressured them to.
(6) As people in this country, we can all band together 
in order to achieve political goals.
(7) We are definitely able to accomplish something 
positive since we are a competent group of people.
(8) As a people, we can cooperatively develop and 
carry out programs to benefit us all, even when difficulties 
arise.
(9) We, as one people, are able to struggle together in 
order to achieve political goals.
(10) Since we are all competent in engaging in 
collective action, we can forward our political demands 
successfully.
(11) We can work together to promote important 
political goals even if we face difficulties.
3. Knowledge sharing efficacy (5 items) 
How much would you say you agree with each of 
the following statements? Choose an option that best 
represents your answer.
(1) I am confident in my political knowledge that is 
valuable to others (in our society, in my social networks, 
in my personal network).
(2) I have the expertise required to provide valuable 
knowledge for others (in our society, in my social 
networks, in my personal network).
(3) It does not really make any difference as to whether 
or not I share my knowledge with others (in our society, in 
my social networks, in my personal network).
(4) I believe that my knowledge will be appreciated by 
others.
(5) I am confident that my knowledge is useful.
4. Civic participation (15 items)
(1) I have attended a meeting of discussion or dialogue 
organized by the residents’ committees, community 
centres, or the government.
(2) I have participated in events for a cause or a charity 
(e.g., Hair for Hope, Yellow Ribbon Prison Run, etc.)
(3) I have worn or put a badge, a sticker, or a ribbon on 
me or on my possessions such as phones, notebooks, bags, 
bicycles, or cars to express my support for a cause or a 
charity. 
(4) I have joined or volunteered for welfare/charitable 
organizations or other nongovernmental organizations. 
(5) I have donated money to welfare/charitable 
organizations or other nongovernmental organizations. 
(6) I have deliberately purchased certain products or 
services for political/ethical/environmental reasons.
(7) I have boycotted certain products or services for 
political /ethical/environmental reasons.
(8) I have “liked” the contents about political and social 
issues on social media sites such as Facebook or Twitter.
(9) I have shared political and social issues with other 
people on social media such as Facebook or Twitter.
(10) I have written about political or social issues on 
social media such as Facebook or Twitter.
(11) I have written to the newspapers, the government, 
or a member of Parliament.
(12) I have taken part in the discussion about politics or 
social issues on websites such as online forums or blogs.
(13) I have taken part in the discussion about politics or 
social issues on social media such as Facebook or Twitter.
(14) I have signed an online petition about a local, 
national, or international issue. 
(15) I have worked together with others in online 
groups to try to deal with a local issue or a problem.
5. Social Media Use (2 items)
The next set of questions asks about your use of media 
for searching for news on politics, public issues, and 
government policy. Please provide your answer in five-
minute intervals (from 5 to 100+). Usually, on a typical 
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day, how many minutes a day do you spend on reading or 
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